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The current study attempted to expand perspective-taking literature in an organisational context 
by testing whether a priming mechanism could encourage employees to empathise with their 
colleagues. 140 full-time employees in New Zealand were randomly assigned to an imagine-
other empathy prime condition, a control, or an objectively primed condition. They were then 
presented with an audio vignette depicting a young woman experiencing hardship in her personal 
life that was impacting her performance at work. Participants then responded to a questionnaire 
capturing perspective-taking, empathic concern, positive attributions, unconditionality, and level 
of regard. These scales were adapted to relate specifically to participants’ colleagues, thus 
investigating if the priming manipulation affected their feelings towards their own workmates. 
Results showed no significant difference between groups for any of the dependent variables, 
suggesting either that a priming effect did not occur, or that the prime did not transfer to 
participants’ empathy towards their own colleagues. Given the lack of research into empathy in 
an organisational context, these results provide a number of valuable insights as to how future 
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The development of meaningful interpersonal relationships is important for people’s 
wellbeing and facilitates knowledge transfer between individuals (Batson, Early, and Salvarani, 
1997). The study of how relationships are formed and maintained has been central to 
psychological research since the early 20th century (Davis, 1980). Recent advancements in 
industrial/organisational psychology research have led the field to transition away from a 
primarily utilitarian focus, to acknowledging the role that wellbeing and relationship building 
can have on desirable organisational outcomes (Abu Bakar et al, 2018). The philosophy 
underpinning this change is that utilitarian benchmarks of performance, turnover, and efficiency 
can be better achieved through implementing a psychosocial focus. In many cases, this involves 
referencing and adjusting paradigms that have been developed in the broader field of psychology 
and applying them to an organisational setting (Sessa, 1996). There are various areas of 
organisational psychology that remain underdeveloped, specifically in the understanding of how 
individuals build and maintain relationships with their colleagues (Glendon et al, 2007). 
Furthering this research is important because it provides a foundation of knowledge through 
which more comprehensive organisational initiatives can be developed.  
One of the innate mechanisms that occurs during the process of relationship building is 
an exchange of empathy between individuals (Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997). The implicit 
ability to understand the perspective of another person and produce appropriate emotional 
reactions to relational cues is a significant determinant of a person’s ability to foster meaningful 
relationships (Stotland, 1969). People tend to gravitate towards others with similar interests and 
life experiences, as this simplifies the empathic process (Barrett-Lennard, 2015). However, in an 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 7 
 
organisational context, individuals are often unable to choose who they interact with, meaning 
that empathy may manifest differently in this context than in an external setting (Williams, 
Parker, & Turner, 2016). As will be discussed, the construct of empathy is relatively well 
developed in clinical and behavioural psychology, however there have been few studies 
focussing on empathy in a work environment. Thus, the current study has been designed to 
broaden existing measures of empathy to an organisational setting, and to explore the 
malleability of the construct by replicating and adjusting an existing method of perspective-
taking priming (Batson, Early, and Salvarani, 1997).  
Introduction to the Construct of Empathy 
There is a significant degree of contention amongst researchers as to the 
conceptualisation of empathy as a construct (Reniers et al, 2011). Its definition can be 
summarised as one’s willingness and capability to take the perspective of those around them, 
thus understanding and accounting for others’ emotions rather than solely their actions (Stotland, 
1969). This explanation denotes four key facets that form a holistic construct. First is a 
willingness to empathise, reflecting this is a cognitive process that is at least partially deliberate. 
Secondly, the capability of taking the perspective of another person suggests that people possess 
varying levels of proficiency in empathy. Similarly, understanding and accounting for another 
person’s emotions show that some degree of internal processing is required for the empathic 
process to be effective (Batson et al, 1988). This essentially requires the empathiser to extricate 
the target of their empathy from situational factors. 
Davis (1980) highlights that empathy was initially termed “instinctive sympathy” by an 
unknown philosopher in the mid 1700’s. The term “instinctive” was used to describe a 
subconscious emotional response to the experience of others, while “intellectualised sympathy” 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 8 
 
was a measured emotive response with no attempt to vicariously experience the person’s 
emotions. During the turn of the 20th century, psychologists became more focussed on refining 
and conceptualising cognitive processes, meaning that empathy became increasingly 
operationalised as a construct separate to sympathy (Davis 1980).  
Notably, Freud’s description of the interaction between the ego and superego both 
parallels and builds upon the previous idea of instinctive and intellectualised sympathy (Frank, 
1999). In his psychoanalytic theory, Freud suggests that children begin to develop the superego 
as they learn and adapt to social norms. This cognitive framework encourages people to behave 
conscientiously and respect the feelings of others (Frank, 1999). Similarly, instinctive sympathy 
was theorised to develop early in childhood; as parents reward behaviours that denote empathetic 
understanding, a child begins to form an instinctive and involuntary emotional response to the 
experience of others (Davis, 1980). Intellectualised sympathy manifests as the ego moderating 
this emotional response. As Freud theorised, the ego acts as a filter; its interaction with the 
superego is to prevent manipulation and social harm that could occur from blindly following 
rules and caring for the needs of others with no selfish motivation. Intellectualised sympathy, 
like the ego, acts as a cognitive filter that is applied to determine the motives of others (Davis, 
1980). Similarly, the ability to understand and form a normative response to the emotions of 
others was an integral aspect of Piaget’s (1932) theory of cognitive development. A child’s 
transition between stages is largely determined by their increasing ability to empathise with 
others and regulate their own emotional response to the feelings and actions of those around 
them. Studies such as these led to an increasing understanding of empathy and enabled future 
research to further refine its definition. 
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 The centrality of empathy in these renowned psychological theories highlights its 
importance as a foundational cognitive construct. However, as with many cognitive-emotive 
processes, early research began to uncover the complexity underpinning the construct (Stotland, 
1969). Of foremost concern to academics seeking to develop their understanding of empathy was 
the development of a coherent, robust, and scientific definition (Batson, Early, and Salvarani, 
1997). This would enable scholars to conduct divergent studies with the assurance that they were 
all measuring the same construct.  
Most notably, discrepancy occurred in the idea as to whether empathy was a personality 
trait, an emotive state, or a mixture of the two (Reniers et al, 2011). The difference being that a 
trait should be stable across time and not susceptible to short-term fluctuations, while a state can 
be directly or subconsciously induced, resulting in short-term variation. Empathy remains as a 
sub-category to the construct of agreeableness in five-factor models of personality, suggesting its 
predominant understanding is that of a trait (Graziano et al, 2007). However, scholars who have 
extensively studied empathy as a construct agree that this is too simple of a categorisation 
(Reniers et al, 2011). Studies on empathy have produced conflicting results in this regard, with 
some showing no significant fluctuations in empathy across time or under experimental 
manipulation (Davis, 1980), and others suggesting that empathy is susceptible to influence 
through priming and other means (Batson et al, 1989).  
Distinguishing Sub-Factors of Empathy 
By the mid 20th century, researchers found sufficient evidence to suggest that the 
construct of empathy should be split in to multiple factors (Davis 1980). Stotland (1969) 
pioneered a dichotomous differentiation between cognitive and affective empathy, denoting that 
two related but ultimately unique processes underpin the construct. This could explain the 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 10 
 
confounding evidence as to whether empathy was a trait or state; different cerebral processes 
occur in tandem to form a coherent empathetic response (Batson, 2009). Interestingly, defining 
empathy as both a cognitive and affective experience mirrors the initial conceptualisation of 
instinctual and intellectualised sympathy (Davis, 1980). 
Davis (1980) provided empirical evidence for Stotland’s (1969) theory that empathy is 
construed as two predominant factors: cognitive and affective. He did this by developing a scale 
of over one hundred items related to empathy and distributed this survey to thousands of 
individuals over an extended period. Gradually, he refined the scale through factor analyses and 
found two distinct constructs. These factors can be further subdivided in order to display a more 
comprehensive profile of an individual’s level of empathy. For example, Davis (1980) then 
developed a four-factor 27 item scale of empathy measuring empathic fantasy, perspective-
taking, empathic concern, and personal distress. This scale has been adapted by various 
researchers, such as Barrett-Lennard’s (2015) Relationship Inventory, capturing affective 
empathy, level of regard, unconditionally, and congruence. Affective empathy and empathic 
concern both refer to feelings of tenderness and concern towards others. These feelings generally 
arise when the empathiser recognises that someone is experiencing emotional strife, meaning 
that the preliminary step of cognisance towards others’ emotional state dictates when people will 
feel empathic concern (Batson, 2009). 
The similar concept of sympathy differs from empathy as it involves feelings of sorrow 
for someone expressing negative emotions, however the sympathetic individual does not attempt 
to feel the same emotional state. This deeper understanding requires the prerequisite step of 
perspective-taking in order to facilitate feelings of empathy (Batson, 2009).  
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 11 
 
Perspective-Taking: Imagine Self vs. Imagine Other 
Cognitive empathy, termed Perspective-taking, is the perceptive process that precedes 
affective empathetic emotions (Parker & Axtell, 2001). This requires the empathiser to either 
imagine how they would feel in the target’s position (imagine-self), or to imagine how the other 
person is feeling (imagine-other) (Todd & Burgmer, 2013). These two types of perspective-
taking have been compared and contrasted in multiple studies, with their effects largely 
overlapping (Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997). Both types induce higher levels of empathic 
concern and altruistic motivation, however, imagine-self perspective-taking has been shown to 
result in more feelings of personal distress (Batson, 2009). This is because imagining oneself in 
another’s position can instigate a stress response that leads to an egoistic motivation to alleviate 
distress. Thus, imagine-self perspective-taking leads to both an altruistic and egoistic motivation; 
creating ambiguity in how individuals will respond to these feelings (Batson et al, 2003).  
Imagine-self perspective taking is easier to encourage because people are more attuned to 
their own feelings than those around them. However, imagine-other perspective-taking can lead 
to a more accurate evaluation of how the target is actually feeling as this takes into account other 
peoples’ personal differences and how these might shape their emotional reaction to a given 
scenario (Zaki & Cikara, 2015). In reference to an organisational context, individuals tend to 
default to imagine-self perspective-taking when attempting to empathise with people they do not 
have strong relational bonds with (Todd & Galinksy, 2014). This means that empathic exchanges 
could be hindered in organisations where social connections between colleagues are not 
sufficiently facilitated. Sessa (1996) suggests that regularly mentioning the importance of 
empathy encourages perspective-taking within teams and enables meaningful relationships to 
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develop. In turn, this increases the likelihood that team members will engage in altruistic acts, 
manifesting as helping and citizenship behaviours in an organisational context. 
The Empathy-Altruism Hypothesis 
Understanding how to encourage altruistic behaviour is the focus of many studies within 
the broad domain of psychology, and specifically within organisational psychology literature 
(Klimecki et al, 2016). Defined as a selfless concern for the wellbeing of others, many 
researchers debate whether truly altruistic behaviour exists at all (Batson et al, 1989). 
Behavioural economics theorists use the concept of “utility” to determine whether an individual 
will engage in a given behaviour. Utility is a subjective evaluation of the intrinsic value of a 
given outcome (Witt, 2016). Under simple conditions, this is predominately determined based on 
an extrinsic variable, money. For example, a customer will purchase a can of soda for $1 only if 
they calculate the intrinsic reward for consuming that item as greater than or equal to $1. Where 
this overlaps with psychological research into altruism is through the manner in which different 
individuals evaluate the benefit of helping other people (Smith, Keating, & Stotland, 1989). Why 
will one person stop to help an elderly lady cross a street while many others will simply walk 
past? Behavioural economics suggests that the person who does help values the intrinsic reward 
of acting altruistically as at least equal to the cost of engaging in altruistic behaviours (Witt, 
2016). Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997) propose that the feeling of empathy contributes 
significantly to this cost-benefit analysis. Engaging in perspective-taking and experiencing 
affective concern for a person in need creates an incentive for people to mitigate their own 
negative emotions by relieving others of theirs.  
In a work setting, altruism correlates with citizenship and helping behaviours (Nelissen et 
al, 2017). Citizenship behaviours are extra-role actions that provide benefit to the organisation 
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and are not financially rewarded, while helping behaviours are acts of information sharing or 
assistance that are not outlined as necessary for job achievement (Abu Bakar et al, 2018). 
Workers who score higher on general perspective-taking have been shown to also engage in 
more citizenship and helping behaviours, suggesting that companies could benefit from an 
increased understanding of how to measure and increase empathy (Nelissen et al, 2017). As 
explained by the empathy-altruism hypothesis, highly empathic employees draw intrinsic reward 
from helping their colleagues, essentially negating the need to financially incentivise these 
behaviours. Sessa (1996) suggests that this is partially a result in a shift in cognition around the 
agency of colleagues in their performance. Workers are more likely to attribute success to the 
actions of their colleagues and are also more likely to account for situational factors when 
addressing failures. 
Attributional Thinking 
Perspective-taking has also been shown to cause shifts in attributional thinking (Regan & 
Totten, 1975). Attributional thought refers to people’s judgements of whether a certain outcome 
is related to dispositional or non-dispositional features of a target individual or group. Concurrent 
with Jones and Nisbett’s (1971) theory of actor-observer bias, people tend to take more account 
of situational factors when analysing their own behaviours, while they fail to account for these 
same factors when explaining the behaviour of others. In practice, this means that individuals are 
more likely to excuse their own failings on account of inhibitory external factors, however they 
will place more blame directly on others for the same failure (Berstein, Stephan & Davis, 1979). 
Perspective-taking mitigates this effect as thinking from the perspective of another person 
requires that situational factors are considered to form an accurate perspective.   
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Increased perspective-taking also affects both implicit and explicit evaluations of sub-
groups (Todd & Burgmer, 2013). Perspective-taking leads people to feel more positively toward 
the individual they empathise with, but also those that share similarities with the target, such as 
race and political ideals. This is explained by Batson and colleagues (1997) as a shift in 
evaluations of in-and-out group dynamics; where the process of empathising with people who 
had previously been viewed as having very little in common leads individuals to challenge their 
pre-existing ideas of what characterises those in a different social group. As previously 
mentioned, a barrier to engaging in imagine-other perspective-taking is generally the perception 
of lacking similarities between the empathiser and target. Through a focussed exercise of 
perspective-taking with one person, individuals challenge their concepts of group dynamics, and 
find they can more easily relate to the broader social groups that person belongs to (Todd & 
Galinsky, 2014).  
Priming Perspective-Taking 
Psychological priming refers to an experimental technique of altering participants’ mental 
state by exposing them to certain information/stimuli that causes them to subconsciously process 
information differently (Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997). Todd and Burgmer (2013) found that 
not only did people primed to perspective-take show more explicit positive attributions towards 
out-groups than those who did not receive a prime, this also translated to less negative bias 
captured in Greenwald, McGhee and Schwartz’ (1998) Implicit Association Test. In another 
study, Todd and colleagues (2011) primed participants to perspective-take with an individual and 
measured approach-avoidance behaviour towards other people who occupied the same racial or 
social group, finding faster approach and slower avoidance in primed participants compared to a 
control group.  
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The positive effects of perspective-taking priming have been shown to remain for up to 
four months (Clore & Jeffery, 1972). However, more recent studies have conducted follow-up 
tests between one and seven days after the perspective-taking priming has occurred (Todd 
and Burgmer, 2013). Therefore, the practical implications of successfully priming empathy are 
relatively unclear. Researchers have continued to develop various methods of priming 
participants to be more or less willing to perspective-take with target subjects. Todd 
and Galinksy’s (2014) review of priming research found that a single written sentence prior to 
observing a video or audio tape in which an individual seems to be in emotional strife 
was sufficient to prime participants to perspective-take with the target. These findings suggest 
that priming in an organisational context should be plausible. Exploring perspective-taking in 
this manner could suggest that organisations can benefit from incorporating periodic perspective-
taking interventions amongst employees, especially if there is a high level of ethnic or 
socioeconomic diversity creating multiple in-groups. Interventions could incorporate simple 
methods of priming in order to encourage employees to consistently empathise with one 
another.   
Organisational Research on Empathy 
While the majority of perspective-taking priming research has been conducted outside the 
realm of organisational/industrial literature, there has been research into the antecedents and 
outcomes of employee perspective-taking (Williams, Parker, & Turner, 2007). The effects of 
perspective-taking in an organisational setting are similar to those found in broader psychology 
research, with the primary outcomes being higher levels of altruism and positive attributions. 
However, researchers have also examined the flow-on effects of these outcomes in terms of 
tangible benefits to team cohesion and performance (Parker & Axtell, 2001). Sessa (1996) found 
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that teams operating with a high level of empathy exhibited significantly more citizenship 
behaviours than those with low and moderate levels. Williams, Parker, and Turner (2016) also 
found increased citizenship behaviours, instead labelling this as contextual performance. This in 
turn led to improved team cohesiveness, performance, and reduced turnover. Nelissen and 
colleagues (2017) provided further evidence for these relationships, and also found that high 
levels of intra-team perspective-taking promoted an inclusive climate that reduced the prevalence 
of in-an-out groups within workplaces.   
Chong and colleagues (2020) found that empathy with colleagues and customers 
moderates the relationship between work engagement and job performance. This was explained 
as empathy providing a framework through which employees can channel their proactive drive 
while remaining sympathetic to the needs of those around them. In other words, considering the 
needs of the group ahead of their own desires. 
Interestingly, Kamas and Preston (2020) found that workers with high levels of empathy 
tend to earn significantly less income than those with low empathy. This may seem contradictory 
to the finding that high empathy results in greater performance, particularly in management roles 
where interpersonal relationships are very important. In reality, there is evidence suggesting that 
empathetic individuals are more likely to enter into Public Sector employment, where there is 
less financial compensation. This supports the empathy-altruism hypothesis, as it appears that 
more empathetic individuals gain more utility from engaging in altruistic jobs, meaning they 
require less monetary reward than people lower in empathy. 
 With the benefits of workplace perspective-taking being relatively well catalogued, there 
is room for current research to investigate whether empathetic priming is effective in a 
workplace context. While many studies have been performed using university students as 
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participants, little research has attempted to expand these studies into an organisational setting 
(Batson et al, 1988) (Todd & Galinsky, 2014). If employees could be primed to perspective-take 
with their colleagues, this could lead to the aforementioned positive outcomes. Practical 
implementations of this research would be to provide evidence that workplaces could induce a 
priming effect by encouraging employees to empathise with one another through brief messages 
in staff meetings or written communiques.   
Criticisms of Priming Research 
Recent studies have called into question the reliability and validity of priming studies 
based on two arguments; replicability and a misunderstanding of what priming actually is 
(Doyen et al, 2012). Psychological priming became increasingly prevalent during the 1990’s 
because it was seen as a novel method of investigating behaviour in an experimental setting 
(Higgins & Eitam, 2014). As studies such as Batson and colleagues’ (1988) produced significant 
results with seemingly minimal priming manipulation required, the field of research was quickly 
broadened to study plethora of behavioural mechanisms (Todd & Galinksy, 2014). However, 
modern replication of priming research has proved to be unreliable (Molden, 2014). Doyen and 
colleagues (2012) suggest that issues in replicability occur as a result of the methodology of 
original priming studies. Experimental bias was able to occur because researchers expected a 
behavioural change as a result of priming, so sought information to confirm this belief. Similarly, 
participants themselves may have been aware that they were expected to alter their behaviour in 
a certain way, thus conforming to the expected change in acquiescence rather than a shift in 
cognition (Molden, 2014). Critics of priming research tend to agree that the process of 
psychological priming does exist, however the overuse of priming methodology during the 
1990’s distorted the true definition (Higgins & Eitam, 2014). The priming procedure that will be 
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utilised in the current study was first developed by Batson and colleagues (1988), and was 
successfully replicated by Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997). Modern studies such as that by 
Todd and Burgmer (2013) have also used a method similar to this in their own perspective-
taking priming research. Thus, there is evidence for the replicability of perspective-taking 
priming in multiple studies. The current study intends to expand this methodology to a 
workplace setting and broaden the literature.  
The Current Study 
The current study intends to expand perspective-taking literature in an organisational 
context by testing whether a priming mechanism can encourage employees to empathise with 
their colleagues. This will be achieved by modifying a research design first created by Batson 
and colleagues (1988) and expanded upon by Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997). Following 
Davis’ (1980) development of the four-factor empathy scale, Batson and colleagues (1988) 
sought to further explore perspective-taking as a unique construct. Specifically, their research 
focussed on operationalising and differentiating imagine-self and imagine-other perspective-
taking. They conducted a series of five experiments, each attempting to prime perspective-taking 
through different means. A commonality between these experiments was in their method of 
priming participants. Each experiment used a between-subjects design with random assignment 
to an imagine-self, imagine-other, or objectively primed condition. The priming information was 
delivered in either a written or audio format, and always consisted of only a single sentence. For 
imagine-self perspective-taking participants were told to imagine how they would feel if they 
were in the position of a specific individual in need. Imagine-other conditions were requested to 
imagine how an individual in need would be feeling, rather than how they would feel in that 
position. Finally, objectively primed participants were encouraged to remain as objective as 
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possible by actively supressing the desire to feel empathy for a person in need. Batson and 
colleagues (1997) included the objective prime as a control condition. However, it is possible 
that telling participants to think objectively altered their cognition, thus affecting their response 
to the questionnaires more than was expected.  
The current study uses a methodology similar to an experiment first conducted in 1988 
that was then modified and reused by Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997). This specific 
experiment randomly assigned individuals to an imagine-self, imagine-other, or objective group. 
Priming information was delivered in a written format, then participants listened to a fabricated 
audio recording of a young woman experiencing significant emotional strife. Participants in each 
condition were not made aware that there were other conditions and were all given the same 
target to perspective-take with. After listening to the recording, participants responded to a 
survey listing emotions relating to Davis’ (1980) four-factor measure of empathy. They recorded 
the extent to which they were currently experiencing each emotion. Results showed that both 
imagine-self and imagine-other perspective-taking resulted in higher levels of perspective-taking 
and empathic concern than the objective group, and that imagine-self perspective-taking caused 
more feelings of personal distress than both other conditions (Batson et al, 1988) (Batson, Early, 
and Salvarani, 1997).  
The current study intends to expand this to a workplace setting by recording an 
audio vignette within an organisational context that depicts a woman experiencing personal 
distress at work as a result of the illness of her romantic partner. The purpose of this research is 
to ascertain whether a generalised perspective-taking prime will cause full-time workers to 
empathise more with their colleagues. This would suggest that organisations could incorporate 
subtle methods of priming perspective-taking to promote higher levels of empathy and positive 
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attributions. The current study will include an imagine-other empathy and objective prime, as 
well as a control condition with minimal instructions given. The purpose of including a control 
condition separate to the objective prime is to distinguish whether providing no instructions 
results in similar outcomes to the objective prime used by Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997).  
Items included in this study will be Davis’ (1980) empathic concern scale, and an altered 
version of his perspective-taking scale, targeted specifically towards colleagues. To investigate 
the previously outlined link between perspective-taking and positive attributions, Parker and 
Axtell’s (2001) items capturing workplace attributional thought will also be included. As this 
measure has not been validated, Barrett-Lennard’s (2015) unconditionality scale is also included 
due to an appraisal of similarity based on face-validity. Finally, Barrett-Lennard’s (2015) level of 
regard scale will also be adapted for exploratory purposes, determining whether a perspective-
taking prime will influence the regard that participants have for their colleagues.  
Hypotheses 
H1: The imagine-other empathy primed group will score significantly higher on the perspective-
taking scale than the control, who will in turn score higher than the objective prime 
group.  
H2: The imagine-other empathy primed group will score significantly higher on the empathic 
concern scale than the control, who will in turn score higher than the objective prime 
condition.   
H3: The imagine-other empathy primed group will score significantly higher on the positive 
attributions scale than the control, who will in turn score higher than the objective prime 
group. 
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H4: The imagine-other empathy primed group will score significantly higher on the 
unconditionality scale than the control, who will in turn score higher than the objective 
prime group. 
Research Questions 
1: Will level of regard vary between conditions? 
2: Will there be a significant difference in perspective-taking and empathic concern based on 
gender? 
3: Will there be a significant difference in perspective-taking and empathic concern based on 
age?  
4: Will participants who work in the Public Sector score higher on perspective-taking and 





The current study included 140 participants in full-time employment in New Zealand. 55 
participants were originally recruited through convenience sampling, with 15 being removed due 
to incomplete data. Convenience sampling was conducted by contacting individuals and building 
a sample pool by requesting assistance from colleagues and associates. 100 participants were 
recruited through an Australian-based market research company (Lucid), who screened for New 
Zealand full-time employees over the age of 18. The combined sample included 64 males, 75 
females, and 1 non-binary (54% female). The mean age of participants was 40, with the youngest 
individual being 20, and the oldest 74. 
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Design and Procedure 
The current study used a between-persons design with three groups. A survey was created 
on Qualtrics, all participants completed the study on their personal devices over the internet. The 
participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions when they opened the survey. 
Participants were not notified that there were multiple groups receiving different instructions 
prior to listening to an interview tape. Concurrent with Batson, Early, and Salvarani’s (1997) 
suggestions, keeping participants unaware of there being multiple conditions aimed to minimise 
the possibility of people detecting that they were being primed. The only variation was in the 
initial instructions that participants listened to before listening to the audio vignette. These initial 
instructions included the priming information that was intended to influence how each group 
processed information in the following stage of the procedure. Group one was the control 
condition, who did not receive a priming effect. Group two was primed towards imagine-other 
perspective-taking, and group three was objectively primed. The perspective-taking and 
objective groups were primed using a method similar to Batson, Early, and Salvarani’s (1997) 
method for imagine-other priming and the control group received minimal instruction.  
Priming Procedure 
All groups listened to a recorded message prior to listening to an identical recorded 
interview tape. 
Group One: Control 
Message: “You are about to listen to an audio recording taken from an interview with a 
young woman. This person was asked to describe how the past few weeks of work have been for 
her.” 
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Group Two: Positive Prime 
Message: “You are about to listen to an audio recording taken from an interview with a 
young woman. This person was asked to describe how the past few weeks of work have been for 
her. While listening to this recording, do your best to imagine how the person being interviewed 
must be feeling about what has happened and how their life is being affected.” 
Group Three: Objective 
Message: “You are about to listen to an audio recording taken from an interview with a 
young woman. This person was asked to describe how the past few weeks of work have been for 
her. While listening to this recording, do your best to remain as objective as possible about what 
has happened to the person being interviewed and how their life is being affected.”  
Audio Vignette: Adaptation of “The Katie Banks Scenario” 
The Katie Banks Scenario was created by Batson and colleagues (1988) to provide a 
target for individuals to perspective-take with in some experiments. The original scenario is a 
fabricated recording that was played to participants with a male interviewer questioning a female 
interviewee, Katie Banks, about her experience at a U.S University. Katie explains that she is 
undergoing extreme hardship due to her parents and sister being killed in an automobile accident, 
leaving her to care for her younger brother whilst attempting to complete her studies. This 
recording is meant to evoke an empathetic response from participants, however the strength of 
this response varies depending on the willingness and capability of individuals to perspective-
take with Katie. The Katie Banks Scenario was used by Batson and his colleagues across a 
plethora of studies (Batson et al, 1988. Batson et al, 1989. Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997) and 
was also adapted by other researchers investigating perspective-taking (Todd & Burgmer, 2013). 
However, it is important to note that all of these studies involved experiments with participants 
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onsite, who could withdraw from participation at any time and who were debriefed in person 
immediately following the experiments. The traumatic nature of Katie’s situation was 
deliberately exaggerated to evoke a strong empathetic response. However, the current study was 
conducted over the internet, where participants had no personal interaction with the 
experimenter. Also, the current study aimed to present participants with a situation that could 
realistically occur in their workplace (unknown to colleagues), and the death of a colleague’s 
family members would result in them having time off. Therefore, a recording sharing similarities 
with the Katie Banks Scenario was created, with less drastic circumstances.  
An interview script was written from the perspective of an employee at an unnamed firm 
(see Appendix A). This individual depicted a scenario where they were unable to fulfil their 
obligations to their boss and colleagues, thus increasing the workload of those around them. 
However, they explained that the illness of their romantic partner had both disrupted their work 
schedule and prevented them from focussing when they were at work due to a heightened level 
of stress and fatigue. The various priming conditions were designed to manipulate how 
participants process the information given in this recording before responding to a questionnaire. 
Measures 
The dependent variables were measured through an online survey (see Appendix B for all 
survey items). All participants were administered the same questions. Davis’ (1980) empathic 
concern scale was included in its original state. Davis’ (1980) perspective-taking scale, Parker 
and Axtell’s (2011) positive attributions scale, and Barrett-Lennard’s (2015) level of regard and 
unconditionality scales were all adapted for the purposes of the current study. The original 
surveys measure these variables in a general sense; however they were modified for the current 
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study to specifically inquire about feelings towards colleagues. A total of 28 items were included 
in the questionnaire.  
A total of 6 demographic variables were included before the participants heard the audio 
vignette: age, gender, organisational level, years in current role, industry, and sector (public or 
private). Age and gender were included for the purposes of convergent validity. Because the 
current study used primarily adapted scales, it was deemed necessary to include these variables 
for comparative purposes with other empathy studies. Wieck and Kunzmann (2015) suggest that 
perspective-taking tends to decrease with age, while empathic concern increases. Jolliffe and 
Farrington (2006) found that on average, women display more empathic concern than men. 
Organisational level, years in role, industry, and sector were included for exploratory purposes. 
Finally, an item was included to ascertain how believable participants found the audio recording, 
as low believability may compromise their data.   
Debriefing  
After completing the questionnaire, participants were debriefed through a page of 
information (see Appendix C). This explained that the interview was staged, and the true purpose 
of the study was to measure the effectiveness of workplace perspective-taking priming. 
Participants were ensured that their data would be kept confidential, however they had the 
opportunity to withdraw from participation at this point.   
Data Analysis 
The data was analysed using the SPSS statistical software. Correlations were calculated 
between all variables measured in the current study. This included the index variables as well as 
the demographic measures captured before the audio vignette delivered. An ANOVA was 
conducted for each of the dependent variables. This calculated the between-group difference for 
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each index variable based on the condition that participants were assigned to. Observed Power 
and Partial Eta Square values were also calculated. 
 Index variables were created for perspective-taking, positive attributions, empathic 
concern, level of regard, and unconditionality by reverse-scoring the appropriate items and 
calculating each participant’s mean score across the items for each of these variables.  
Exploratory factor analyses were then conducted for each of the index variables individually. 
Factor loadings were investigated to ascertain whether each item loaded on the same factor. The 
reverse-scored items for perspective-taking, empathic concern, and level of regard seemed to 
load on different factors to the non-reversed items, displayed by there being a secondary factor 
with an eigenvalue slightly above 1 in each of these cases.  
Consequently, internal reliability analyses were performed for all index variables to 
provide further information on the content validity/reliability of the items. Perspective-taking 
(α=.71), empathic concern (α=.69), and level of regard (α=.72) all generated internal reliability 
coefficients above or very close to the 0.7 recommended cut-off, so the reverse-scored items 
were retained in an attempt to diverge as little as possible from the original validated scales. 
Positive attributions (α=.67) also produced a moderate-high internal reliability. However, the 
unconditionality (α=.16) scale yielded low internal reliability. The removal of any individual 
item would not have significantly improved this value. 
A control variable was then created based on the believability item that was measured in 
the questionnaire. This item asked respondents how believable they found the audio vignette and 
was measured before it was revealed that the audio recording was fabricated. It was thought that 
participants who gave a low believability score were unlikely to have been influenced by the 
priming procedure and would not have responded in the desired manner to the questionnaire. A 
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total of 12 respondents gave a believability score of 1 (out of a possible 4) and were filtered out, 
leaving 128 participants. The factor and reliability analyses were then repeated to ensure this had 
not jeopardised the reliability of the study.  
 
Results 
As shown in Table 1, significant positive correlations were found between all of the 
index variables with the exception of unconditionality and empathic concern. Gender was the 
only demographic variable to correlate significantly with an index variable, in this case empathic 
concern (r = .25**). The positive direction of the correlation shows that women tended to score 
higher on this scale. With regard to research question 2, which asked whether there would be 
significant difference in perspective-taking and empathic concern based on gender, the results 
show that women scored higher on empathic concern than men, while there was no difference in 
perspective-taking. Gender also had a weak negative correlation with years in role (r = -.22*), 
representing that men in this study tended to be more tenured in their role than women.  
Similarly, a negative correlation between gender and sector shows that men were more 
likely to work in the private sector (r = -.20*). There was a moderate positive correlation 
between Age and Years in Role (r = .56**). There was no difference on perspective-taking and 
empathic concern for participants in the Public vs. Private sector. Research question 3 queried 
whether there would be a significant difference in perspective-taking and empathic concern 
based on age. Table 1 shows that there was no significant difference in this regard. 
 
 




Correlation Coefficients (N=128)  
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Positive 
Attributions  1         
Level of Regard  .36** 1        
Empathic 
Concern  .30** .42** 1       
Perspective-
Taking  .42** .41** .39** 1      
Unconditionality  .37** .31** .16 .34** 1     
Age  -.06 .08 .09 -.05 .01 1    
Gender  -.07 .08 .25** -.04 -.06 -.22* 1   
Years in Role  .01 -.08 .01 .11 .13 .56** -.22* 1  
Sector  -.02 .03 .12 .02 -.06 .16 -.20* .02 1 
*P < .10 **P < .05 
As shown in Table 2, there were no significant differences between the group means for 
any of the index variables. There was insufficient evidence to support hypotheses 1,2,3, and 4, 
which predicted that the imagine-other empathy group would score higher than the control, who 
would score higher than the objective condition for perspective-taking, empathic concern, 
positive attributions, and unconditionality respectively.  
Research question 1 asked whether level of regard would vary between conditions. Table 
2 shows that there was no significant group difference for level of regard. The study displayed a 
low observed power across all of the index variables, suggesting that a larger sample size could 
have increased the chances of group differences being detected.  
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Table 2 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects (N=128) 
*P < .10 **P < .05 
 
Discussion 
The current study attempted to broaden the scope of the literature by beginning to 
understand how the construct of empathy between work colleagues can be measured and 
possibly manipulated. A methodology established by Batson and colleagues (1988), and iterated 
upon in multiple studies was chosen to investigate this (Todd, Bodenhausen, & Galinsky, 2012). 
An exploratory approach was assumed due to the lack of relevant literature specific to empathy 
manipulation in the workplace (Kamas & Preston, 2020).  
Perspective-Taking 
There was insufficient evidence to support Hypothesis 1, which tested whether the 
imagine-other empathy primed group would score higher on perspective-taking than the control, 
who would in turn score higher than the objective primed group. There are a number of reasons 















Attributions  3.28 3.28 3.36 .12 .89 .00 .07 
Level of Regard  4.68 4.48 4.63 .54 .58 .01 .14 
Empathic 
Concern  3.63 3.76 3.68 .40 .67 .01 
                                               
.          .11 
Perspective-
Taking  3.56 3.72 3.62 .75 .47 .01 .18 
Unconditionality  3.75 3.57 3.70 .73 .48 .01 .17 
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dramatic adaption of the Katie Banks scenario, there is evidence to suggest that this still should 
have been sufficient to instigate a priming effect. Batson and colleagues (1988) successfully 
adapted the Katie Banks scenario themselves when attempting to prime individuals to 
perspective-take with a homeless man. The severity of the man’s plight was similar to that of the 
women depicted in the current study; they were experiencing high levels of stress and sorrow, 
but not the same extent as a women who had recently lost her parents in an automobile accident. 
Similarly, Finlay and Stephan (2000) had participants read a paragraph written from the 
perspective of an African-American college student experiencing racism from their peers. The 
priming information in this study was similar to that of the current study, however both this and 
the vignette were delivered visually, providing further evidence that relatively simple methods of 
priming perspective-taking are effective.  
While these similar studies suggest that a variety of priming methods can be employed, it 
is important to note that they were conducted in an experimental setting. The current study was 
conducted online, which may have had an impact on the effectiveness of the prime itself (Vinski 
& Watter, 2012). A similar methodology was utilised by Howard and colleagues (2017), who 
attempted to prime individuals to display higher levels of honesty when making price 
attributions. They implemented an identical priming procedure in both an experimental and 
online setting, finding that the participants who received the prime online showed no significant 
change in honesty while those who met face-to-face did. This phenomenon reflects the concept 
that participants’ cognitive engagement with the priming mechanism is a key determinant of its 
effectiveness (Todd & Burgmer, 2013). Perspective-taking is a relatively cerebral process, 
requiring an individual to consciously process and reframe information (Davis, 1983). Therefore, 
it is possible that the online delivery of the prime did not create enough emotional salience for 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 31 
 
participants to fully engage with the perspective-taking process. This is shown in group 
invariance between priming conditions as participants recall their baseline willingness to 
perspective-take without being influenced by the prime as intended (Zaki & Cikara, 2015).   
Similarly, experimental perspective-taking studies predominantly use students as their 
sample, raising an issue with external validity. There is no existing data on whether a 
methodology similar to Batson, Early, and Salvarani’s (1997) Katie Banks scenario is effective 
in specifically priming full-time workers. With the average age of participants being forty in the 
present study, the demographic of the current study’s targeted population is dissimilar to 
university students. This is supported by Wieck and Kunzmann’s (2015) study, showing that 
older individuals score lower on perspective-taking than their young counterparts. Although 
there was no significant effect of age in the current study, there were no participants under the 
age of twenty. Wieck and Kunzmann (2015) found that adolescents aged sixteen to twenty 
displayed significantly higher perspective-taking and lower empathic concern than older age 
groups. The average age of participants in Batson, Early, and Salvarani’s (1997) study was 
twenty one. It is possible that the influence of age on the effectiveness of the prime in the current 
study was not captured simply due to a lack of young participants.  
Empathic Concern 
Hypothesis 2 stated that the imagine-other empathy primed condition would score higher 
on empathic concern than the control, who would in turn score higher than the objectively 
primed group. There was insufficient support for this hypothesis. As discussed, there is little 
prior research that investigates whether empathic concern is susceptible to temporary 
manipulation (Mikulincer et al, 2001). Empathic concern is a measure of affective empathy, 
which is commonly referred to as trait empathy (Davis, 1983). There have been divergent 
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findings as to whether short term fluctuations in empathic concern occur at all. For example, 
Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997) found that feelings of empathic concern increased along 
with perspective-taking under priming manipulation. In contrast, Davis (1983) denotes that as a 
measure of affective empathy, empathic concern should be relatively stable across time. Notably, 
perspective-taking priming studies tend to use an adaption of Davis’ (1980) empathic concern 
scale (Batson et al, 1989) (Todd & Burgmer, 2014). The original questionnaire, as included in 
the current study, uses historical language when asking for participants’ responses, while the 
adapted versions ask participants how they are feeling in the present moment. For example, the 
original item “I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me” was 
included in the current study, whilst Batson, Early, and Salvarani (1997) had participants rate 
how concerned, tender, and compassionate they were currently feeling.  
Empathic concern was the only empathy scale that was not altered at all for the purposes 
of this study. This was a deliberate attempt to maintain the content validity of this scale (Davis, 
1983). If empathic concern had increased in the empathy primed group as hypothesised, while 
the adapted scales had not, it would suggest that the validity of the changed scales had been 
compromised. However, because no significant difference in empathic concern was produced, it 
is possible that the scales were valid and the priming procedure was ineffective. 
 Although this is further complicated by the aforementioned conflicting findings in the 
literature as to whether affective empathy is in fact susceptible to priming. While the current 
study hypothesised that the prime would affect empathic concern, the finding of null difference 
is concurrent with some studies (Davis, 1983). Therefore, though this seems to point to an issue 
in the priming procedure, this is not definitive.  
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Positive Attributions 
Hypothesis 3 stated that the empathy primed group would score higher on the positive 
attributions scale than the control, who would score higher than the objective primed group. This 
was also not supported. This scale was slightly adapted from Parker and Axtell’s (2001) measure 
of attributional thought between employees and their teams. They found that positive attributions 
were significantly positively correlated with generalised perspective-taking, suggesting a 
chronological process where perspective-taking allows for a more positive evaluation of team 
performance. As explained by Galper (1976), taking the perspective of another person allows 
people to take more account of external factors which causes them to be less vindictive when 
failure occurs and more positive when there is success. 
 Similarly Todd, Bodenhausen, and Galinsky (2012) found that a perspective-taking 
manipulation led to participants taking more account of context when evaluating the behaviours 
of racial minorities. Given that the imagine-other empathy primed group was expected to display 
higher levels of perspective-taking, they would be more willing to account for environmental 
factors when thinking about the performance of their colleagues. Thus, they would express the 
thoughts and behaviours of their colleagues were less important to their relationship than would 
the control and objective prime. This would be shown by the imagine-other empathy condition 
displaying higher levels of unconditionality and positive attributions. Given that the prime did 
not lead to a significant difference between groups in perspective-taking, this relationship is 
difficult to measure given the current data-set. This is because it was hypothesised that 
unconditionality and positive attributions would increase as a result of perspective-taking being 
successfully primed. An alternative explanation could be that peoples’ calculation of the 
importance of their colleagues’ actions is not susceptible to immediate change. Essentially, 
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participants in the imagine-other condition may have felt empathetic towards the individual in 
the audio vignette, but were unwilling to transfer this empathy to their own colleagues. As a 
result, they did not re-evaluate the role of external factors in the performance of their workmates 
as was hypothesised.  
Unconditionality  
There was also not sufficient support for hypothesis 4, that the empathy group would 
score higher than the control and objective groups in unconditionality. As with empathic 
concern, it was difficult to predict the direction of this effect based on existing literature. The 
unconditionality items themselves share similarities with the construct of attributional thoughts, 
as they incorporate aspects of how people’s behaviour determines others’ opinions of them 
(Regan & Totten, 1975). The primary difference is that attributional thought specifically 
mentions contextual factors, whilst the unconditionality scale does not account for this (Barrett-
Lennard, 2015). As an example, the positive attributions item: “If my colleagues make mistakes, 
it’s usually not their fault” insinuates external factors must be the cause of mistakes. In contrast, 
the unconditionality item:  “My liking or disliking of my colleagues isn’t changed by anything 
they say about themselves” has a similar context, but does not reference external factors. There 
was a moderate positive correlation between unconditionality and the positive attributions 
measure in the current study, suggesting that the inclusion of context in the latter diversifies 
these constructs (Malle, 2006). 
The internal reliability of the unconditionality scale in the current study was very low. A 
factor analysis of the items revealed that the removal of any one item would not significantly 
improve the measure, meaning that the data from the scale is not reliable and possibly invalid 
(Billings et al, 2007). There is no published evidence of unconditionality being measured in a 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 35 
 
perspective-taking priming study, most likely because the original scale was developed for a 
clinical setting (Barrett-Lennard, 2015). The adaptation of unconditionality and level of regard 
scales for the purposes of this study were an exploratory measure to determine if these items 
were transferable between a clinical and work setting. Level of regard showed a high internal 
reliability coefficient, suggesting that the unconditionality scale in particular did not adapt well 
to an organisational setting. Upon reviewing the items, the scale seems to be capturing a few 
different constructs. For example, item one: “My interest in my colleagues depends on their 
performance” is outcome related and not necessarily related to a personal relationship. While 
item three: “I would prefer if some of my colleagues were a different or particular kind of 
person” (reverse scored) does not mention performance and queries one’s willingness to change 
their colleagues. This measure was only minimally adjusted as the original scale was validated in 
a clinical setting (Barrett-Lennard, 2015). Also, unconditionality was included because of its 
aforementioned similarity to the construct of attributional thought. The positive attributions scale 
developed by Parker and Axtell (2001) has not been validated in previous research, so 
unconditionality was intended to provide convergent validity with that measure. 
Level of Regard 
An exploratory research question queried whether there would be a difference between 
groups on the level of regard scale. Results show no significant group difference, suggesting that 
employees’ evaluation of their colleagues is not influenced by a perspective-taking manipulation. 
However, this is difficult to extricate to the population because of the study’s low statistical 
power. It was proposed that the level of regard that participants had for their colleagues would 
not be susceptible to the priming effect because this is a stable evaluation (Ponjuan, Conley, & 
Trower, 2011). Almost and colleagues (2010) measured the interpersonal relationships between 
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healthcare professionals operating in a team, finding that individuals’ regard for their colleagues 
as people was strongly correlated with organisational morale and influenced the degree to which 
they were willing to perspective-take with one another. The current study found that on average, 
all conditions expressed a high level of regard for their colleagues. This may have also 
influenced how willing participants were to perspective-take, as the generally high level of 
regard in the control and objective conditions may have offset some of the difference in the 
observed measure of perspective-taking. 
Demographic Variables 
 It was also questioned whether there would be a significant correlation between 
empathic concern and age and between perspective-taking and age. Based on existing research, it 
was expected that empathic concern would increase with age, while perspective-taking decreased 
(Khanjani et al, 2015). Results show non-significant correlations in the predicted directions, 
which may suggest that a higher-powered study would have produced the predicted 
relationships. A similar question queried whether women would display more empathic concern 
and higher perspective-taking than men. There was no significant correlation between 
perspective-taking and gender. However, the results do show a significant correlation, with 
women tending to display higher empathic concern than men. This was also found by Davis 
(1980) during the creation of his empathic concern scale. As such, there is evidence for 
convergent validity, that Davis’ (1980) empathic concern items are applicable to a workplace 
setting.  
An exploratory question asked whether participants working in the Public Sector would 
score higher on perspective-taking and empathic concern than those in the Private Sector (Kamas 
& Preston, 2020). There was no significant correlation between these variables. There is 
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evidence for confounding effects between these variables in the literature (Klimecki et al, 2016). 
While intuitively it seems that those higher in empathy would be more willing to sacrifice 
financial reward for the chance to work in an altruistic field, there is evidence that altruistic 
motivation can be fulfilled within highly competitive Private Sector work (Sessa, 1996). This is 
because altruism can be expressed through citizenship and helping behaviours within Private 
Sector firms as well as those in the Public Sector. The primary difference is that areas of Public 
Sector work such as education and healthcare include an intrinsic means of expressing altruism 
through helping customers, while Private Sector jobs do not necessarily offer this. The current 
study could not reasonably measure citizenship and helping behaviours. As such, it is possible 
that participants working in the Private Sector who scored highly on perspective-taking and 
empathic concern engage in more altruistic behaviours at work, while Public Sector employees 
express altruistic behaviours more through the nature of their work itself (Abu Bakar et al, 2018). 
Limitations 
Audio Vignette 
There are a number of limitations to the current study as a result of its exploratory nature 
in researching perspective-taking priming in an organisational setting. As previously mentioned, 
the audio recording featured in the current study was deliberately adapted from Batson, Early, 
and Salvarani’s (1997) Katie Banks scenario to depict a less dramatic situation for participants to 
empathise with. The reason for this was both to reduce the possibility of participants being 
offended without any opportunity for a face-to-face debriefing, and to provide a situation that 
could be occurring in participants’ own workplace without their knowledge. However, as no 
prior research has attempted to prime employees to specifically empathise with their colleagues, 
there is little information as to whether a stronger prime may have been required to have an 
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effect. Throughout multiple studies, Batson and colleagues (1988) showed that minimal priming 
was required to have a significant effect on individuals’ perspective-taking. As has been 
mentioned, these were conducted in an experimental setting and there is little information 
available as to the effectiveness of perspective-taking priming in an organisational context. 
Therefore, it is possible that adjusting the circumstances of the Katie Banks scenario to be less 
dramatic may have negatively impacted the results of the current study. The decision was made 
to alter the audio vignette to depict an inoffensive scenario that could occur within participants’ 
place of work. However, as an exploratory study, it may have been preferable to design a 
situation with similar stakes to the Katie Banks scenario in order to instigate a strong emotional 
response from participants (Batson, 2009). 
Measures 
The current study drew from validated scales for the perspective-taking, empathic 
concern, level of regard, and unconditionality measures, however these were all adapted for the 
purposes of this research. There are very few validated measures of the sub-facets of empathy 
relating to colleagues, meaning there is the possibility that the slight changes made to these items 
compromised their validity and/or reliability (Chrysikou & Thompson, 2016). The reliability of 
each scale with the exception of unconditionality was moderate-strong, providing evidence that 
the reliability of the perspective-taking, positive attributions, empathic concern, and level of 
regard scales was retained in the context of the current study. The use of the term “colleagues” as 
the target of each item was carefully considered. Being a broad term, it was expected that 
participants might draw different conclusions as to who they considered to be a colleague to 
them. For example one manager might have considered both their boss and assistant as 
colleagues, while another only thought of their assistant in this manner. Providing guidance on 
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this term was considered, as it would ensure that participants interpreted the questions in the 
same way. However, this was not included both for the reason that it might have the reverse 
effect and create confusion in some participants, and that the participants would have a solid 
implicit idea of who their colleagues were without prompt. In the above case, the manager who 
considered their boss as a colleague probably did so because they spend more time interacting 
with them, and have a stronger relationship than the participant who did not think of their boss as 
a colleague. With this justification in mind, it is still possible that the validated scales were 
jeopardised by adapting them to this setting.  
Similar to the above points, it is difficult to determine the validity of the current study’s 
results because a pre-primed baseline level of each empathy scale was not captured (Davis, 
1983). This was another practical consideration that was made, with the concern being that 
participants were already difficult to recruit for a one-off measurement as a result of the 
Coronavirus pandemic. Due to budgetary limitations it was also not affordable to gather baseline 
measures from the participants recruited by the external market research company. This would 
have enabled within-group comparisons, providing a clearer picture on the effect that each prime 
condition was having. Consequently, the current study relies on the assumption that there is no 
variance between the groups at the baseline level. This was strengthened by randomly assigning 
participants to each condition. Other similar studies have also made this assumption with random 
group assignment and a comparable sample size, providing support for this methodology (Batson 
et al, 1988) (Todd, Bodenhausen, and Galinksy, 2012).  
Future Research 
Future research should first develop a thorough understanding of empathy within an 
organisational context before attempting to manipulate it. There are very few validated scales 
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that measure empathy within a work setting and the majority of research, such as the current 
study, adapts existing general scales of empathy to fit the work context (Parker & Axtell, 2001). 
As was previously discussed, it is vital for a coherent and robust operationalisation of empathy to 
be developed across various settings in order for researchers to ensure they are studying the same 
construct (Davis, 1980).  Forming an increased understanding of how empathy is expressed in a 
work setting would enable comparative research to be conducted between settings. For example, 
the development of a work-specific empathy scale would allow researchers to investigate 
differences in how individuals express empathy with their colleagues as opposed to their friends 
and family. This would build a framework of knowledge for future research to continue to 
develop.  
Another avenue of research is to determine ways in which the level of perspective-taking 
between employees can be altered. The current study attempted a short-term manipulation 
through priming in order to test whether Batson, Early, and Salvarani’s (1997) general 
methodology would apply in a work setting. While no significant effects were found in this 
study, this provides evidence that a stronger prime may be necessary to produce fluctuations in 
this population. A study could more closely mimic the Katie Banks scenario, displaying an 
individual in extremely dire circumstances who should evoke a stronger emotive response. As 
found by Batson and colleagues (1988), this could serve to create more divergence between 
priming conditions, resulting in clearer results. Having a stronger priming scenario would 
provide further evidence as to whether employees are less willing to change their level of 
perspective-taking with their colleagues than in general if no significant results were generated.  
A simple way of altering the current study would be to use the audio vignette as the 
priming mechanism itself rather than including a statement telling participants to think 
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empathetically or objectively. Klimecki and colleagues (2016) used a method similar to this in 
priming participants to behave altruistically. The empathy-primed group saw a recording of an 
orphaned child in need, while the control group were shown neutral conditions of different 
scenery and mundane activities. This method uses the recording as the prime and does not 
require any instruction. Therefore, removing the instructions altogether and only having the 
empathy group listen to the audio vignette would induce a stronger priming effect, allowing for a 
clearer insight as to whether full-time workers are susceptible to this method of perspective-
taking priming.  
Alternatively, research could take a longitudinal approach to manipulating perspective-
taking. Based on Sessa’s (1996) suggestion that empathy can be trained with repeated use, a 
within-organisation study could be conducted where certain individuals are given daily or 
weekly reminders to empathise with their colleagues. A short verbal reminder could be provided, 
perhaps with an example of personal problems that could be happening with colleagues. Then 
the perspective-taking, empathic concern, and positive attributions of all employees could be 
measured across time. Evidence that repeated, simple reminders to perspective-taking with 
colleagues are effective would be provided if the level of the empathy group increased over time.   
Conclusion 
While the current study was not able to confirm any of the proposed hypotheses, it does 
provide relevant information as to how the understanding of workplace empathy can be further 
developed. Firstly, a validated scale of the sub-facets of empathy specifically targeted towards 
colleagues is a necessary starting point for future studies to draw from a reliable framework. 
Furthermore, there is evidence to suggest that encouraging people to perspective-take with a 
distressed individual does not result in a general shift in their empathy towards colleagues. With 
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many studies cataloguing the plethora of organisational benefits that can be reaped from 
fostering an empathetic workforce, it should be of great interest to employers and academics 
alike to determine effective strategies of increasing this construct. Similarly, developing a 
thorough understanding of how the various sub-facets of empathy are manifested in an 
organisational setting will allow for more in-depth research to be conducted, which will in turn 
















Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 43 
 
References 
Abu Bakar, R., Hashim, R. C., Jayasingam, S., Omar, S., & Mustamil, N. M. (2018). A Meaningful 
Life at Work : The Paradox of Wellbeing. Bingley, UNITED KINGDOM: Emerald 
Publishing Limited. 
Almost, J., Doran, D. M., McGillis Hall, L., & Spence Laschinger, H. K. (2010). Antecedents and 
consequences of intra-group conflict among nurses. Journal of Nursing Management, 
18(8), 981-992. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2010.01154.x 
Barrett-Lennard, G. T. (2015). The relationship inventory: a complete resource and guide. 
Chichester, West Sussex, UK: Wiley Blackwell. 
Batson, C. D. (2009). Two forms of perspective‐taking: Imagining how another feels and 
imagining how you would feel. In K. D. Markman, W. M. Klein & J. A. Suhr (Eds.), 
Handbook of Imagination and Mental Simulation (pp. 267– 279). New York, NY: 
Psychology Press.  
Batson, C. D., Batson, J. G., Griffitt, C. A., Barrientos, S., Brandt, J. R., Sprengelmeyer, P., & 
Bayly, M. J. (1989). Negative-State Relief and the Empathy-Altruism Hypothesis. Journal 
of personality and social psychology, 56(6), 922-933. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.56.6.922 
Batson, C. D., Dyck, J. L., Brandt, J. R., Batson, J. G., Powell, A. L., McMaster, M. R., & Griffitt, 
C. (1988). Five Studies Testing Two New Egoistic Alternatives to the Empathy-Altruism 
Hypothesis. Journal of personality and social psychology, 55(1), 52-77. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.55.1.52 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 44 
 
Batson, C. D., Early, S., & Salvarani, G. (1997). Perspective taking: Imagining how another feels 
versus imagining how you would feel. Personality & social psychology bulletin, 23(7), 
751-758. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297237008 
Batson, C. D., Lishner, D. A., Carpenter, A., Dulin, L., Harjusola-Webb, S., Stocks, E. L., . . . 
Sampat, B. (2003). “. As you Would have Them Do Unto You”: Does Imagining Yourself 
in the Other's Place Stimulate Moral Action? Personality & social psychology bulletin, 
29(9), 1190-1201. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203254600 
Bernstein, W. M., Stephan, W. G., & Davis, M. H. (1979). Explaining attributions for 
achievement: A path analytic approach. Journal of personality and social psychology, 
37(10), 1810-1821. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.10.1810 
Billings, J. C., Kimball, T. G., Shumway, S. T., & Korinek, A. W. (2007). Organizational Systems 
Questionnaire (OSQ) Validity Study. Journal of marital and family therapy, 33(2), 149-
164. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2007.00013.x 
Chong, S., Van Dyne, L., Kim, Y. J., & Oh, J. K. (2020). Drive and Direction: Empathy with 
Intended Targets Moderates the Proactive Personality–Job Performance Relationship via 
Work Engagement. Applied psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12240 
Chrysikou, E. G., & Thompson, W. J. (2016). Assessing Cognitive and Affective Empathy 
Through the Interpersonal Reactivity Index: An Argument Against a Two-Factor Model. 
Assessment (Odessa, Fla.), 23(6), 769-777. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191115599055 
Clore, G. L., & Jeffery, K. M. (1972). Emotional role playing, attitude change, and attraction 
toward a disabled person. Journal of personality and social psychology, 23(1), 105-111. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0032867 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 45 
 
Crabb, W. T., Moracco, J. C., & Bender, R. C. (1983). A comparative study of empathy training 
with programmed instruction for lay helpers. Journal of counseling psychology, 30(2), 
221-226. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.30.2.221 
Davis, M.H. (1980). A Multidimensional Approach to Individual Differences in Empathy. JSAS 
Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, 10, 85-104. 
Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a 
multidimensional approach. Journal of personality and social psychology, 44(1), 113-126. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113 
Doyen, S., Klein, O., Pichon, C.-L., & Cleeremans, A. (2012). Behavioral priming: It's all in the 
mind, but whose mind? PLoS One, 7(1), e29081-e29081. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0029081 
Finlay, K. A., & Stephan, W. G. (2000). Improving Intergroup Relations: The Effects of Empathy 
on Racial Attitudes. Journal of applied social psychology, 30(8), 1720-1737. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.tb02464.x 
Frank, G. (1999). Freud's Concept of the Superego: Review and Assessment. Psychoanalytic 
psychology, 16(3), 448-463. https://doi.org/10.1037/0736-9735.16.3.448 
Galinsky, A. D., Ku, G., & Wang, C. S. (2005). Perspective-Taking and Self-Other Overlap: 
Fostering Social Bonds and Facilitating Social Coordination. Group processes & 
intergroup relations, 8(2), 109-124. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430205051060 
Galper, R. E. (1976). Turning observers into actors: Differential causal attributions as a function of 
“empathy”. Journal of research in personality, 10(3), 328-335. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(76)90022-2 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 46 
 
Gleichgerrcht, E., & Young, L. (2013). Low Levels of Empathic Concern Predict Utilitarian Moral 
Judgment. PLoS One, 8(4). https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0060418 
Glendon, I. A., Thompson, B. M., Myors, B., Glendon, A. I., & Thompson, B. (2007). Advances in 
Organisational Psychology. Brisbane, AUSTRALIA: Australian Academic Press. 
Graziano, W. G., Habashi, M. M., Sheese, B. E., & Tobin, R. M. (2007). Agreeableness, Empathy, 
and Helping: A Person × Situation Perspective. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 93(4), 583-599. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.583 
Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. K. (1998). Measuring Individual Differences 
in Implicit Cognition: The Implicit Association Test. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 74(6), 1464-1480. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464 
Hess, T. M., Hinson, J. T., & Statham, J. A. (2004). Explicit and Implicit Stereotype Activation 
Effects on Memory: Do Age and Awareness Moderate the Impact of Priming? Psychology 
and Aging, 19(3), 495-505. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.3.495 
Higgins, E. T., & Eitam, B. (2014). Priming-shmiming: It's about knowing when and why 
stimulated memory representations become active. Social Cognition, 32, 225-242. 
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2014.32.supp.225 
Howard, G., Roe, B. E., Nisbet, E. C., & Martin, J. F. (2017). Hypothetical Bias Mitigation 
Techniques in Choice Experiments: Do Cheap Talk and Honesty Priming Effects Fade 
with Repeated Choices? Journal of the Association of Environmental and Resource 
Economists, 4(2), 543-573. https://doi.org/10.1086/691593 
Jolliffe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2006). Development and validation of the Basic Empathy Scale. 
Journal of adolescence (London, England.), 29(4), 589-611. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2005.08.010 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 47 
 
Jones, E. E., & Nisbett, R. E. (1971). The actor and the observer: Divergent perceptions of the 
causes of behavior. In E. E. Jones, D. E. Kanouse, H. H. Kelley, R. E. Nisbett. S. Valins, 
and B. Weiner (Eds.) Attribution: Perceiving the causes of behavior. New York: General 
Learning Press, 1971. 
Kamas, L., & Preston, A. (2020). Does Empathy Pay? Evidence on Empathy and Salaries of 
Recent College Graduates. Journal of labor research, 41(1-2), 169-188. 
Khanjani, Z., Mosanezhad Jeddi, E., Hekmati, I., Khalilzade, S., Etemadi Nia, M., Andalib, M., & 
Ashrafian, P. (2015). Comparison of Cognitive Empathy, Emotional Empathy, and Social 
Functioning in Different Age Groups. Australian Psychologist, 50(1), 80-85. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12099 
Klimecki, O. M., Mayer, S. V., Jusyte, A., Scheeff , J., & Schönenberg, M. (2016). Empathy 
promotes altruistic behavior in economic interactions. Scientific reports, 6(1), 31961-
31961. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep31961 
Kulibert, D., & E. Thompson, A. (2019). Stepping into their shoes: Reducing the actor-observer 
discrepancy in judgments of infidelity through the experimental manipulation of 
perspective-taking. The Journal of social psychology, 159(6), 692-708. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2018.1556575 
Lamberton, C. M., Leana, C. R., & Williams, J. M. (2015). Measuring Empathetic Care: 
Development and Validation of a Self-Report Scale. Journal of applied gerontology, 34(8), 
1028-1053. https://doi.org/10.1177/0733464813507131 
Malle, B. F. (2006). The Actor-Observer Asymmetry in Attribution: A (Surprising) Meta-
Analysis. Psychological bulletin, 132(6), 895-919. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.132.6.895 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 48 
 
Markman, K. D., Klein, W. M. P., & Suhr, J. A. (2008). Handbook of Imagination and Mental 
Simulation. Hove, UNITED KINGDOM: Taylor & Francis Group. 
Mehrabian, A., Mehrabian, A., Epstein, N., & Epstein, N. (1972). A measure of emotional 
empathy. Journal of personality, 40(4), 525-543. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
6494.1972.tb00078.x 
Mikulincer, M., Gillath, O., Halevy, V., Avihou, N., Avidan, S., & Eshkoli, N. (2001). Attachment 
theory and reactions to others' needs: Evidence that activation of the sense of attachment 
security promotes empathic responses. Journal of personality and social psychology, 81(6), 
1205-1224. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1205 
Molden, D. C. (2014). Understanding Priming Effects in Social Psychology: What is “Social 
Priming” and How does it Occur? Social Cognition, 32(Supplement), 1-11. 
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2014.32.supp.1 
Mroz, J. E., & Allen, J. A. (2017). An experimental investigation of the interpersonal ramifications 
of lateness to workplace meetings. Journal of occupational and organizational psychology, 
90(4), 508-534. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12183 
Nelissen, P. T. J. H., Hülsheger, U. R., van Ruitenbeek, G. M. C., & Zijlstra, F. R. H. (2017). 
Lending a Helping Hand at Work: A Multilevel Investigation of Prosocial Motivation, 
Inclusive Climate and Inclusive Behavior. Journal of occupational rehabilitation, 27(3), 
467-476. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10926-016-9680-z 
Parker, S. K., & Axtell, C. M. (2001). Seeing Another Viewpoint: Antecedents and Outcomes of 
Employee Perspective Taking. Academy of Management journal, 44(6), 1085-1100. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069390 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 49 
 
Parker, S. K., Williams, H. M., & Turner, N. (2006). Modeling the Antecedents of Proactive 
Behavior at Work. Journal of applied psychology, 91(3), 636-652. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.3.636 
Piaget, J. (1932). The moral judgment of the child. The Free Press, New York. 
Ponjuan, L., Conley, V. M., & Trower, C. (2011). Career Stage Differences in Pre-Tenure Track 
Faculty Perceptions of Professional and Personal Relationships with Colleagues. The 
Journal of higher education (Columbus), 82(3), 319-346. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2011.11777204 
Regan, D. T., Regan, D. T., & Totten, J. (1975). Empathy and attribution: Turning observers into 
actors. Journal of personality and social psychology, 32(5), 850-856. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.32.5.850;10.1037//0022-3514.32.5.850; 
Reniers, R. L. E. P., Corcoran, R., Drake, R., Shryane, N. M., & Völlm, B. A. (2011). The QCAE: 
A Questionnaire of Cognitive and Affective Empathy. Journal of personality assessment, 
93(1), 84-95. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2010.528484 
Sessa, V. I. (1996). Using Perspective Taking to Manage Conflict and Affect in Teams. The 
Journal of applied behavioral science, 32(1), 101-115. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886396321007 
Smith, K. D., Keating, J. P., & Stotland, E. (1989). Altruism Reconsidered: The Effect of Denying 
Feedback on a Victim's Status to Empathic Witnesses. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 57(4), 641-650. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.641 
Stotland, E. (1969). Exploratory Investigations of Empathy. Advances in experimental social 
psychology, 4(C), 271-314. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60080-5 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 50 
 
Todd, A. R., Bodenhausen, G. V., & Galinsky, A. D. (2012). Perspective taking combats the denial 
of intergroup discrimination. Journal of experimental social psychology, 48(3), 738-745. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.12.011 
Todd, A. R., & Burgmer, P. (2013). Perspective taking and automatic intergroup evaluation 
change: Testing an associative self-anchoring account. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 104(5), 786-802. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031999 
Todd, A. R., & Galinsky, A. D. (2014). Perspective-Taking as a Strategy for Improving Intergroup 
Relations: Evidence, Mechanisms, and Qualifications. Social and personality psychology 
compass, 8(7), 374-387. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12116 
Vinski, M. T., & Watter, S. (2012). Priming honesty reduces subjective bias in self-report 
measures of mind wandering. Consciousness and cognition, 21(1), 451-455. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2011.11.001 
Watson, D. (1982). The actor and the observer: How are their perceptions of causality divergent? 
Psychological bulletin, 92(3), 682-700. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.92.3.682 
Weiner, B. (2006). Social motivation, justice, and the moral emotions: an attributional approach. 
Mahwah, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Wieck, C., & Kunzmann, U. (2015). Age differences in empathy: Multidirectional and context-
dependent. Psychology and Aging, 30(2), 407-419. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039001 
Williams, H. M., Parker, S. K., & Turner, N. (2016). Perceived Dissimilarity and Perspective 
Taking Within Work Teams. Group & organization management, 32(5), 569-597. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601106293769 
Witt, U. (2016). The transformations of utility theory: a behavioral perspective. Journal of 
bioeconomics, 18(3), 211-228. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10818-016-9235-6 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 51 
 
Xu, L., Chen, G., & Li, B. (2019). Sadness empathy facilitates prosocial lying. Social behavior 
and personality, 47(9), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8371 
Zaki, J., & Cikara, M. (2015). Addressing Empathic Failures. Current directions in psychological 



















Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 52 
 
Appendix A: Audio Vignette Script 
 
“Work is going okay, I am working with a team at the moment on a project for a client which is 
going, alright. Well, it started off okay but actually the past couple weeks working on it hasn’t 
been going that well. The project is actually overdue now, and I know this is because my 
colleagues have been trying to cover for me. I haven’t told anyone about this, but I am feeling 
very overwhelmed and weighed down by things happening outside of work.  
 
My partner has been very sick for the past month, we’re not really sure what’s wrong with him 
and the doctors haven’t been able to give us many answers. He’s been in and out of hospital for 
weeks now, we have been making regular trips to after hours and I can’t sleep at night because of 
the worry.   
 
When I am at work I can’t focus, I just feel this constant stress and anxiety. I try to hide it 
from my team because I know it shouldn’t impact my work, but it really does.   
I am worried that people will think less of me for showing this weakness, that my boss 
and colleagues will think I am a burden on the team. I want to be better, I don’t want to sit here 
and make excuses for failing other people, but I feel like I can’t focus on work with everything 





Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 53 
 
Appendix B: Questionnaire Items 
Demographic Variables 
1. What is your age? 
2. Are you currently in full-time employment in New Zealand? 
3. What gender do you most identify with? 
4. What is your level in your organisation?  
5. For how many years have you occupied your current position? 
6. What industry do you work in? 
7. Do you work in the Public or Private sector? 
Workplace Perspective-taking scale adapted from Davis (1980) 
Scoring: 0 (Does not describe me well), 1, 2, 3, 4 (Describes me very well) 
1. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. 
2. When I’m upset at a colleague, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes” for a while. 
3. I try to look at my colleagues’ sides of a disagreement before I make a decision. 
4. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from my colleagues’ point of view. (Reversed) 
5. Before criticizing a colleague, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. 
6. If I’m sure I’m right about something, I don’t waste much time listening to my 
colleagues’ arguments. (Reversed) 
7. I sometimes try to understand my colleagues better by imagining how things look from 
their perspective. 
Davis (1980) Empathic Concern Items 
Scoring: 0 (Does not describe me well), 1, 2, 3, 4 (Describes me very well) 
1. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. 
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2. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. 
3. Sometimes I don't feel sorry for other people when they are having problems. (Reversed) 
4. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don't feel very much pity for 
them. (Reversed) 
5. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective toward them. 
6. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.  
 
Positive Attributions adapted from Parker and Axtell (2001) 
Scoring: 1. Strongly Disagree, 2. Somewhat Disagree, 3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 4. 
Somewhat Agree, 5. Strongly Agree 
1. My colleagues are doing the best they can, given the circumstances. 
2. If my colleagues make mistakes, it’s usually not their fault. 
3. My colleagues work just as hard as I do. 
Level of Regard adapted from Barrett-Lennard (2015) 
Scoring: 1. No, I strongly feel that it is not true, 2. No, I feel it is not true, 3. No, I feel it is 
probably untrue, 4. Yes I feel that it is probably true, 5. Yes I feel it is true, 6. Yes, I strongly feel 
that it is true. 
1. I respect my colleagues as people. 
2. I feel friendly and warm towards my colleagues. 
3. I find my colleagues rather dull and uninteresting. (Reversed) 
4. I really don’t like my colleagues. (Reversed) 
Unconditionality adapted from Barrett-Lennard (2015) 
Perspective-Taking in the Workplace 55 
 
Scoring: 1. No, I strongly feel that it is not true, 2. No, I feel it is not true, 3. No, I feel it is 
probably untrue, 4. Yes I feel that it is probably true, 5. Yes I feel it is true, 6. Yes, I strongly feel 
that it is true. 
1. My interest in my colleagues depends on their performance. (Reversed) 
2. My liking or disliking of my colleagues isn’t changed by anything they say about 
themselves. 
3. I would prefer if some of my colleagues were a different or particular kind of person. 
(Reversed). 
4. Whether my colleagues are expressing “good” thoughts or “bad” feelings or desires 
makes no difference to my attitude toward them. 
 
Believability (Prime Detection) 
Scoring: 0 (Very unbelievable), 1 (Somewhat unbelievable), 2 (Somewhat believable), 3 (Very 
believable)  
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Appendix C: Debriefing Information 
Thank you for completing the survey. The true purpose of this study was to determine 
whether reading a short sentence before listening to the audio recording would change 
participants' answers to the prior questions. The recording was produced as part of this study, so 
the situation was fictional and did not occur in a real workplace. As a participant, you were 
randomly assigned to one of three groups, with each group hearing a different message before 
the interview began to play. The three conditions were as follows:  
You are about to listen to an audio recording taken from an interview with a young 
woman. This person was asked to describe how the past few weeks of work have been for her. 
(Group 1) 
You are about to listen to an audio recording taken from an interview with a young 
woman. This person was asked to describe how the past few weeks of work have been for her. 
While listening to this recording, do your best to imagine how the person being interviewed must 
be feeling about what has happened and how their life is being affected. (Group 2) 
You are about to listen to an audio recording taken from an interview with a young 
woman. This person was asked to describe how the past few weeks of work have been for her. 
While listening to this recording, do your best to remain as objective as possible about what has 
happened to the person being interviewed and how their life is being affected. (Group 3) 
            This is called a "priming" procedure, where our brains may subconsciously process 
information differently depending on subtle cues. The purpose of including this prime was to 
determine whether encouraging some participants to be more empathetic towards the individual 
in the audio recording would cause them to also have more positive thoughts about their own 
colleagues. 
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Unfortunately, this information could not be revealed earlier as it would likely change the 
way you responded to the survey. Knowing this, if you would like to withdraw from 
participation you may close the page and your results will not be recorded. 
   
 
 
